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DETAILED ACTION 



This Office action is in response to request for a personal interview and tfie 
amendment filed June 19, 2003 in which claims 1 , 1 1 , 31 , 33, 36 and 40 were cancelled 
and claims 8-9, 12-13, 27-29 and 43 were amended. It should be noted that the 
examiner phoned Mr. Kreten on August 28, 2003 to set up a time for the interview. 
However, Mr. Kreten did not respond to the voice mail message left by the examiner. 

The Double patenting rejection is withdrawn in view of Applicant abandoning 
copending Application No. 09/881310. 

The previous rejection of the claims under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, is 
withdrawn in view of the amendment to the claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of canrying out his invention. 

Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with 
the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter, which was 
not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled 
in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had 
possession of the claimed invention. There is no support in the specification for a 
removable covering. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negat'ved by the manner in which the invention was made. _ 

Claims 8 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
CN 1 196382 in view of Glazkova. 

CN teaches a briquette comprising a matrix layer and an igniting layer. The 
matrix layer comprises anthracite, charcoal, starch and water. The igniting layer 
comprises anthracite, barium nitrate and sodium nitrate. See abstract in its entirety. 
CN teaches the limitations of the claims other than the accelerant is a combination of 
sodium, calcium and potassium nitrates. However, Glazkova teaches this difference. 

Glazkova teaches that Na. K, Ba, NH4 and Ca nitrates are used as oxidant in 
coal composition. See abstract in its entirety. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have used a 
combination of oxidants because it is prima facie obvious to combine two or more 
components each of which is taught by the prior art to be useful for the same purpose in 
order to form a composition to be used for the same purpose. In re Kerkhoven, 205 
USPQ 1069. 



Claims 27-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Christian (US 424,339) for the reasons of record. 

EXHIBIT 
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Claims 2. 4. 5, 8, 10. 12. 32, 34. 39 and 41-43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over GB 2,306,502. 

GB teaches a briquette for barbecuing comprising carbonaceous matter and 
having disposed on top of the carbonaceous material an oxidizing material (accelerant). 
GB teaches the briquettes contain anthracite (see abstract, claims 1,4,5, 6; and 
Examples). 

The carbonaceous material is coal, coke or charcoal. The materials are bound 
together by use of a water-based binder such as starch. The carbonaceous material 
and binder are consolidated in a mold by pressure (see page 1 , lines 3-7, 14-19, 22-27; 
page 2. lines 1-2). The briquettes also contain oxidizing material disposed on top of the 
carbonaceous material. The oxidizing material comprises from 5-75% of the igniting 
section of the briquette (see page 2, lines 5-22; page 3, lines 2-4). The oxidizers 
include inorganic nitrates, such as alkali and alkaline earth metals nitrates (see page 4, 
liries 20-21 and Examples). The briquette may posses one or more flues (see Figures). 

GB teaches the limitations of the claims other than the combination of nitrates. 
However. GB teaches that one or more nitrates may be used in the composition (claim 
22) and he exemplifies sodium, potassium and calcium nitrates (see Examples 2, 3 and 
6). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have used 
a combination of oxidants because GB teaches that one or more may be used in the 
briquette. 



EXHIBIT 
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Art Unit: 1714 

GB also fails to teach the separate step of forming the monolith of carbonaceous 
material and then Introducing the accelerant and pressing the carbonaceous material 
and accelerant. However, it is well settled that the selection of any order of performing 
process steps is prima facie obvious in the absence of new or unexpected results. 

Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over GB 
2.306,502 in view of Young (US 4.822.380). 

GB has been discussed above. GB fails to teach that the briquette of its 
invention is coated. However, Young teaches this limitation. See abstract in its entirety. 
Young teaches that the latex is viscous which suggests that it is thick enough to peel off 
of the briquette (column 4, lines 45-67). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to have coated the briquette because Young teaches that the coating 
makes it easier and cleaner to handle the briquette. 

Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over GB 
2.306.502 in view of Young (US 4.822,380) and Avedikian (US 3.934.986). 

GB and Young have been discussed above. GB fails to teach that the briquette 
contains a fusing mean. However. Avedikian teaches this difference (see column 4, 
lines 54-64). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have included a 
fusing means on the briquettes because it would allow easier ignition of the briquette. 
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Claims 3, 9, 13-26 and 37-38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over GB 2.306,502 in view of Avedikian (US 3.934,986). 

GB fails to teach that the briquette contains a fusing mean. However, Avedikian 
teaches this limitation (see column 4. lines 54-64). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have included a 
fusing mean on the briquettes because it would allow for easier ignition of the briquette. 

Applicant's arguments have been considered but are not deemed to be 
persuasive. 

Applicant argues that Christian fails to teach an accelerant. Applicant argues 
that Christian's extrusion process would not allow the accelerant to penetrate the base 
layer. 

The examiner respectfully disagrees. The wax of Christian does hasten the 
burning of the fuel article and penetrates the base layer because Christian teaches that 
the wax facilitates burning of the fuel article. This teaching suggests that in the absence 
of the wax the fuel article burns more slowly. 

With respect to the claims reciting the fuel has two portions, the wax of Christian 
coats (covers) and permeates the fuel articles. Therefore, there is a coating layer (the 
wax) and a fuel layer containing the coal and wax. 

Applicant argues that the accelerant layer of the present invention is not a layer 
with a definite thickness but has a gradient of accelerant. Applicant argues that this 
alleged difference produces unexpected results. 

EXHIBIT J 
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Applicant has not compared the closest prior art of record to the present 
invention. The layer of GB Is an accelerant and increases the heat release rate of the 
briquette. Applicant's data compare conventional charcoal briquettes to the briquettes 
of the present invention. With respect to applicant's accelera nt being an integral pa rt of 
the fuel, it is seen in GB that the accelerant performs the same function as that of the 
present invention. 

Applicant argues that the coating of Young is not removable. The examiner 
respectfully disagrees. Young teaches that the latex is thick enough to prevent 
breakage of the coal and therefore it is thick enough that it may be removed. 

Applicant argues that Avedikian teaches that the fuse passes through the venting 
means whereas the fuse of the present invention is located on the surface of the 
briquette. 

It is the examiner's position that the placement of the fuse is irrelevant. The fuse, 
no matter where it is placed on the briquette, will perform its attendant function. The 
placement of the fuse is merely an aesthetic design choice. 



the claims. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have 
prepared the briquettes comprising the claimed components in their respective 
percentages because as seen in the Examples of GB the amount of the components 
may vary from one briquette to the next. 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 



Applicant argues that GB fails to teach the proportions that are recited in 
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§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed unfil after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Cephia D. Toomer whose telephone number is 703 308 
- 2500. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday. ^ ^ // ^ <^ 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Vasu Jagannathan can be reached on 703-306-2777. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (703) 
872-9306. 
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Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-308- 
0661. 



Cephla D. Toomer ' 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 1714 
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